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 ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews  - Initial Response

70%

90% 91%

100%

57%

91%

100%

8%

70%

85%

38%

66%

0%

40%

14%

90%

28%

0%

77% 75%

92%
88%

29%

80%

0%

10%

20%

30%

40%

50%

60%

70%

80%

90%

100%

Initial contact within
timeframe

Were all children
interviewed?

If not,
documentation
justifies lack of

contact

Non maltreating
caregiver

interviewed

Other adults
interviewed

Maltreating
caregiver

interviewed

Interview protocol
followed

If not, documented
reason for deviation 

Safety QA Tool - Questions

P
er

ce
nt

 A
ch

ie
ve

d

Round 1 (n=90)
Round 2 (n=35)
Round 3 (n=35)

62 of 89 28 of 31 31 of 34 14 of 20 82 of 90 51 of 90 3 of 383 of 3

21 of 32 11 of  13 10 of 10 4 of 10 26 of 29 13 of 34 3 of 21

27 of 35
9 of  12

12 of 13

8 of 10

29 of 33

10 of 35 7 of 25



Chart 2

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 
Identifying Present Danger
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Chart 3

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 
Protective Action
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Chart 4
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Chart 5

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 
Domains and Additional Information
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Chart 6

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 
Safety Evaluation
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Chart 7

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Plans

5% 5%

71%

0%

16%

100% 100%

8%

19%

93%

100%

55%

2%

63%

74%

37%

68%

100%

25%

N/A

88% 88%

100%

19%

0%

20%

40%

60%

80%

100%

120%

IPA remained in
effect to

conclusion of
initial

assessment

**In home safety
plan not used
when should

have

**Combination
safety plan not

used when
should have

**Out of home
safety plan not

used when
should have

Safety plan
contained a

contingency plan

Rev judged
contingency plan

appropriate

Participant
suitability
completed

Reviewer judged
suitability
sufficient

Safety QA Tool - Questions

P
er

ce
nt

ag
e 

A
ch

ie
ve

d

Round 1 (n=90)
Round 2 (n=35)
Round 3 (n=35)

Round 1; 44 assessments identified impending danger , however, 45 safety plans were established.
Round 2; 19 assessments identified impending danger  and 19 safety plans were established.
Round 3; 16 assessments identified impending danger  and 16 safety plans were established.
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Chart 8

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - Safety Plans
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Chart 9

ESA 2008-2009 Safety Assessment Comparison Reviews - 
Safety Plans
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